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Mr. Martin Hestmark 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII 
A'ITN: Rocky Flats Project Manager, 8HWM-FF 
999 18th Street, Suite 500 
Denver, Colorado 80202-2405 

Mr. Joe Schieffelin 
Hazardous Waste Facilities Unit Leader 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Denver, Colorado 80222- 1530 

Gentlemen: 

Due to the number of comments on the Operable Unit 1 (881 Hillside; OU 1) Draft 
Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study (CMSES), it took some time for us to 
prepare responses to your comments. The preliminary draft of our responses to your 
comments was prepared for most (16 of 21 Colorado Department of Health and 
Environment (CDPHE) comments; and 5 of 9 Environmental Protection Agency 
comments) of the "general" comments on the CMS/FS. Our preliminary responses 
were telefaxed to your staff on December 6 ,  1994, in order to facilitate discussion, 
and hopefully, resolution at the staff level in the meeting of December 8, 1994. 

At this meeting, however, your staff wanted to pursue other comments. In the spirit 
of cooperation, we did so but were only able to resolve 4 comments. We would like 
to summarize our understanding as to how these four comments were resolved. 

The following are issues that were discussed in the meeting with the outcome 
presented: 

Remedial Act ion Obiect ives (CDPH E sDecific com ment no. 462. Remedial 
Action Objective 2 is modified to read: "Prevent migration of ccnm.minants 
from subsurface soils to groundwater that would result in groundwater 
contamination in excess of groundwater Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate Requirements for OU 1 contaminants." 



M. Hestmark & J. Schieffelin 2 DEC 1 3 8 9 4  
94-DOE- 12394 

1 c o m m a  2. role of m d  RCRA Comcti ve Acbon 
v Sele& We agreed to further discuss examples in subsequent 

meetings, assuming that our milestone extension requests are granted. We 
agreed to discuss the no action and the excavation alternative, at a minimum. 
Furthermore, we agreed to clarify the text and tables to note CERCLA/RCRA 
integration, so that the RCRA "checklist" could be performed by the State. We 
agreed to bring example text to the next meeting. 

PHE 1 N e c w  to S w o r t  a Correctjve 
Action D e c i s u  We agreed to expand the discussion to explain the leap from 
the Individual Hazardous Substance Sites to the groundwater "souxe area" so 
that the State could perform their "checklist" . 
CDPHE general co mment 3. the D e w m e  ntofE nerw ma ppropriate D r o D d  
for a Correct ive Act ion Mana-Unit tCAMU)a We will reconsider our 
CAMU proposal, based upon the discussion that CAMU designation may not 
be necessary. 

. .  

. .  

Because of the number of comments (over 100 general and specific comments), it 
should be clear that the consultative process to resolve comments will take time. We 
wish to pursue the consultative process, but you must grant sufficient time. As stated 
in the meeting, we are prepared to meet the December 22, 1994 milestone, but would 
rather have sufficient time to follow through with the consultative process. We would 
appreciate a prompt response to our December 6, 1994 (94-DOE-12381) request for 
extension so that we can plan accordingly, preferably by December 16, 1994. 

If you have any questions, please contact Scott Grace at 966-7199. 

Sincerely, 
- 

IAG Project Coordinator 
Environmental Restoration 

cc: 
J. Ahlquist, EM-45, HQ 
C. Gesalman, EM-453, HQ 
S. Grace, ER, RFFO 

C. Gilbreath, CDPHE 
Z. Houk, EG&G 
Administrative Record 

G. Kleeman, EPA L 


